With víkingr into the Identity Trap: When Historiographical Actors get a Life of their Own
My paper starts with the question of what lies behind the word »Viking«. In my analysis, I look at practices of naming as well as semantic simplifications, and at romanticization and mythologization as constituents of the popular image of »the Vikings«. I also examine the divergent concepts of time, space, mobility and identity on which archaeological and genetic interpretations are based. I then turn to the dangers of identity politics, which occur both outside of the academic discourse and within academia itself. In my conclusion, I argue that both more reflexivity and mutual acceptance are needed if we are to establish good ways of collaborating with each other.
Vikings: what's in the name? »Names go with identities and identities go with names.« 7
Recently, Turi King and Mark Jobling posed the elegant and succinct question, »What's in a name?« for the field of genetics. 8 Admittedly, their focus at the time was on heritable surnames, not on the meaning of the term »Vikings«. 9 King and Jobling wanted to increase the probability of acquiring new information about past population movements from modern DNA samples through the selection of sample subjects whose surnames have long been present in the region under study. In general, however, publications relating to genetic ancestry usually fail to provide in-depth treatment of the potential ancestral peoples involved. It is also rare to find researchers systematically tackling questions of eponymy. 10 Far more common is the preference to rely on »proper names already filled«, 11 i.e., to use proper nouns about which readers have pre-existing knowledge because the terms are already familiar from other contexts. 12 This was long the standard practice in the fields of prehistoric and early historic archeology -and one to some extent still standard today -when referring to the ethne mentioned in written sources, for instance. 13 Thus, scholars intentionally use the »significance of names« 14 as a way of integrating their findings within familiar narratives.
12 One exception here is Bryan Sykes, Professor of Human Genetics (now emeritus) at the University of Oxford; however Sykes has also since come under criticism among geneticists for other premature, since disproven assertions. Sykes published a book presenting research on human mitochondrial haplogroups for a general audience in which he wrote the stories of hypothetical prehistoric »clan mothers«, not only assigning them specific women's names, but also including a brief description of their lives and environments (Sykes, Seven Daughters of Eve) .
13 Cf. Brather, Ethnische Interpretationen; Fehr, Germanen und Romanen im Merowingerreich. 14 According to the Swiss philologist Stefan Sonderegger, the term »significance of a name« (Namensbedeutsamkeit) should be understood as the sum of all of the associations, ideas and emotions associated with that name. The significance of a name at any given time, Sonderegger says, arises through the interplay among (i) the name itself in the expressivity of its sound-gestalt and written form; (ii) the category of people who bear the name, as a reference subject/object and (iii) the use of the name by speakers or the speech community (Sonderegger, Bedeutsamkeit der Namen) . In the face of criticism, however, those same scholars often take up a nominalistic position vis-à-vis these names: i.e., the designation is presented as a terminus technicus. The names of persons or groups serve purposes of identification and individuation. Through names, we can identify that which is meant at a single stroke, as it were, 15 because the moment we give someone or something a proper name, we have also -usually implicitly -defined a rule for its usage. By doing so we have also established an identity criterion for the person or thing named, one that is intended to make it possible to individuate it according to its type. 16 In addition, the names of groups are intended to denote, as far as possible, persons or things that are the same, or similar; however, this also amounts to a delimitation excluding other persons or things. In addition, group names are also used to establish affiliations. They can be used to express positions and relationships within a single matrix of meaning, albeit one in constant flux. 17 It is essential to bear in mind in this regard, however, that names also serve as containers for meaning, containers to which characteristics and actions are assigned, though such assignments can also be revoked at times. How do and did people understand the word »Viking«? In the effort to find out, it is helpful to differentiate among the analyses of its etymology, historical usage and current usage.
18 Two Old West Norse words, víkingr and víking, commonly serve as references for our contemporary term »Viking«. Despite a century of intensive study, though, no consensus about the origin of those words has emerged. 19 Only on the following points is there broad agreement: The two words probably both came from the North-West Germanic dialect, and both appear to have been very closely linked with ships and seafaring. While there is no surviving evidence in Scandinavia of either the masculine noun víkingr (for a person) or of the feminine noun víking (for an activity) in Old West Norse that dates from before the second half of the tenth century, counterparts for both words in Old English are found in glossaries dating as far back as the seventh/eighth century. There is also evidence of the words in poems written in Old English, though their chronological positioning is the subject of dispute. The general meaning of the words as common nouns denoting pirates and piracy appears to predate the geographical restriction to the Scandinavian region and the use of the word as part of a personal name. The earliest evidence of the above-mentioned two specifications víkingr and víking is found in AElfric's Grammar and on rune stones from the tenth and eleventh centuries.
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This brings us to the historical usage of the words, since the Viking period is normally dated as lasting from the late eight until the mid-eleventh century on the basis of events recorded in writing. The only clue in the continental European sources, is found in the writings of the Adam of Bremen, who mentions that northern pirates were called wichingos by others. 21 Otherwise, the Frankish chronicles always speak in terms of normanni or nort manni. 22 By contrast, the Old English sources refer to wicinge, haeðen, Dene and Norðmenn.
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On the whole, the non-Norse sources present a quite stereotypical picture of the Vikings, one that adheres largely to the barbarian cliché of the Ancient World. The Vikings are firmly established in the role of the heathen pirate, their raids seen as a punishment for past sins; hence they function as a representation of »the Other« for Christian civilization. 24 One finds only scattered mention of Viking voyages/voyagers in the contemporary runic writings from Denmark, Sweden and Gotland. 25 In those contexts, these ventures are described as bringing glory, as they are later, in the early phase of the sagas. 26 It is important to note, then, that the temporary activity of piracy and the category of origin (though the latter to only a limited degree) -and not the category of ethnicity as a self-defined collective identity -applied as the defining criteria for the contemporary term denoting Viking. However it must be said that this reconstruction of the concept »Vikings« is based on only a small number of biased sources, which include terminological conventions more than anything else. Not until the narrative vernacular sources of the High Middle Ages do we find a more comprehensive, but also highly mythologized, picture of the Viking voyages.
27 These texts, along with the works of sixteenth century Gothicism, constitute the reference sources for the »Vikings«, which figure prominently in public discourse and historiography in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Here the »Vikings« function as an antithesis to the Occidental tradition, one that is assessed positively in multiple respects and is linked with a topos of freedom. Only Franco-centric historiography takes a considerably more negative attitude vis-à-vis the »Vikings«. Thus »Viking«, once a narrow term, had long since become a broader, völkisch term. In this newer meaning it even served as source material for fascist models of society.
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References to the grievously misused Vikings become more rare in the aftermath of World War II. In Germany, in particular, they did not return to prominence again until the 1960s/70s, when they begin to figure as the antiheroes of children's books, animated films and comic books. 29 Today we encounter them both as highly versatile advertising characters and as reference figures for religious and political groupings. 30 The word »Viking« also serves 22 Cf. Hellberg, Vikingatidens víkingar; Zettel, Bild der Normannen.
23 It was long assumed that Dene and Norðmenn were used to distinguish separate ethnic groups -in fact, they were often equated with the national labels »Dane« and »Norwegian«, but today scholars are relatively certain that Dene and Norðmenn were more or less interchangeable in English sources from the Viking Age (Downham, ›Hiberno-Norwegians‹ and ›Anglo-Danes‹ Berlin and Copenhagen, 1992 -1993 , and the international exhibition »Vikings: Life and Legend« in Copenhagen, London and Berlin, 2013 -2014 (Roesdahl and Wilson, From Viking to Crusader; Williams et al., Vikings) . Particularly vigilant regarding the various political entanglements is the current exhibition in Rosenheim »Wikinger!« (Helmbrecht, Wikinger!) . A systematic comparative study of archaeological Viking exhibitions and their reception is still to be made. 
Central Concepts Time
In archaeology, past and present are seen as two separate, but relationally conceived worlds. Their relationship to one another is defined through continuity and discontinuity and through distance and proximity, and is renegotiated over and over again through othering, historical traditions and nostrification 41 (Fig. 1) .
The notion of an irretrievable past results in the creation of insurmountable distance, and thus, discontinuity. There is a reason that archaeologists and historians researching far-off periods say that they study dead cultures. 42 On the other hand, though, they assume that remnants or traces left behind in their transformed residuality project out of the past and into the present, and they usually even grant our historical sources a power of veto on false or unreliable representation of the past. 43 They further assume that past actions and structures have effects, some of which carry over into the present. The historical potency/efficacy and degree of path dependence 44 varies considerably, however. In many cases these are gauged as being fairly minor, particularly for cultures and periods that do not stand in direct relation to one another. Moreover they can be influenced by the actors of the respective present(s). For instance, it is possible to surmount the divide between ancient and modern times with the help of constructions of meaning, e.g., genealogies 45 or invented traditions, 46 but also through development thinking. 47 Continuities and coherences postulated in this manner relink the past and the present, lending archaeology a particular appeal, even in the eyes of the public, and particularly at times of social upheaval. In the end, this is the only way to explain the significant role that archaeology has played for the construction of identities and in the current history and heritage boom. 48 Identity narratives established in this way, however, are predominantly part of intentional history 49 or also applied history. 50 Archaeological analysis, though, requires us to consider archaeological cultures as alien. 51 We use distancing as a means to try to prevent the unthinking transfer of unexamined premises of the present day onto prehistory and early history. This issue also came up above, in my consideration of the term Viking.
In the field of genetics, and also that of genetic history, scholars assume the existence of a world that links past and present through evolution. In this context the meaning of DNA appears to be self-referential: there is a trajectory that leads directly from the past to the present (Fig. 1) . In his 2006 bestseller Blood of the Isles, Bryan Sykes, Professor of Human Genetics (now emeritus) at the University of Oxford and founder of the genealogical DNA testing firm Oxford Ancestors expressed this as follows: »It is a living history, told by the real survivors of the times: the DNA that still lives within our bodies. This really is the history of the people, by the people.« 52 Certainly, this assertion has also served the marketing of Sykes' business. (Concerns about situations like this, incidentally, were one of the motivations behind the development of honour codes in the field of archaeology -regrettably only very late in the day -which include a provision barring archaeologists from simultaneously being collectors and/or antique dealers). 53 Nonetheless, more recent studies on Viking DNA have also emphasized the direct link to history, and also their ideologically less-problematic approach to history. 54 Despite the advances in aDNA analysis, these studies usually start from modern populations whose data are also better suited for other forms of use, such as in medical or forensic investigations. Human biologists' interest in studying the genetic legacy of the Vikings on the British Isles can also be traced to the desire to understand what it means to be British. 55 And the new »Impact of Diasporas…« research project is interested above all in diasporas' impact »…on the Making of Britain«. 56 These issues are embedded in a larger research environment that, since early in this millennium, has increasingly been shifting away from earlier tendencies to emphasize biological equality and towards the study and mapping of the 0.1 percent difference among people. 57 In this context, the intent is not to learn through the past or history through contrasted otherness and diversity -an approach increasingly prevalent in historiography and archaeology -but instead to do so through the understanding of origin, descent and difference, and recently, to a greater extent also, through an understanding of the admixtures of populations.
Other differences in the treatment of time can also be identified, however. For instance, the »molecular clock« 58 still ticks considerably more slowly than its archaeological counterpart. Nonetheless, long-term developments are linked with data and persons associated with historic events mentioned in written sources -as was the standard practice in archaeology for a long time, and, despite criticism, 59 is still, in some respects, standard. though it is easier to avoid in genetic history. In archaeology, the findings related to a group of people with its lived social space are usually associated with a more-or-less clearly delimited territory. Designations of administrative and natural-geographical units often serve to localize these geographically. This is frequently associated with an amalgamation of the different kinds of spaces, which can be better separated analytically: social spaces, natural spaces and modern administrative spaces. Moreover, in many cases archaeologists address only the structural spaces, which are so nicely (re)producible in maps, while failing to address the spaces for movement hidden behind them. Furthermore, the use of information acquired from the location of finds is also indispensable for the field of archaeology. Localization will therefore always play an important role. In my view, however, rather than locations inside »container spaces«, one should start from interrelated networks of locations, and if one does posit the existence of correlations between enclosed cultural spaces and features or boundaries of the natural landscape, one should always specify one's rationale for doing so. 63 However, there is still a dearth of constructive approaches for conceptualizing and researching dynamic, overlapping scapes rather than static territories. Still, researchers studying the Viking period in particular have tended in recent years to focus more on analyses relating to individual archaeological sites or small geographical regions because these permit them to produce »denser« descriptions. Geneticists also argue with territorial areas of distribution. These used to be defined mainly on a global or continental scale, 64 but smaller scales are being used now as well, as the Wirral and West Lancashire project demonstrates. The term ›genome geography‹ is understood as: »how, through the tools and practices of human genetics, bits of genomic sequence become associated with specific geographic locations, posited as the place of origin of people who possess these bits.« 65 Another argument put forth by population geneticists is that gradients of human genetic variation are geographically structured. 66 People living closer together who, or rather, whose ancestors, did not migrate over long distances during the last centuries, or who were separated from other populations by topographical barriers, In the context of the genetic analysis conducted for North-west England, researchers were able to work on a regionally differentiated basis and to some extent with »reconstruc-ted« random samples from the Middle Ages, but for the necessary comparison with Scandinavia they drew only on data for the present-day population of Norway. 72 The broad term »Viking« is thus geographically restricted in this study -although with reference back to the written sources.
Mobility
The object geographies of archaeologists and the genome geographies of geneticists are all based on specific notions of mobility. Though the early equation »pots equal people« has come under fire on multiple occasions, 73 it is still common to find specific names and cultures associated with specific artifacts. For instance, archaeologists often continue to interpret finds of oval brooches as an indicator of the presence of Scandinavian women in England, although the fibulae could have also been traded, given as gifts etc. 74 The growing numbers of object biographies being published have made it increasingly clear that objects are not necessarily accompanied by their manufacturers or even by their former users when they travel. 75 Selected material culture can serve as a marker of identities in certain situations, but 67 Nash, Irish DNA, 196 . Geneticists probably have it easier in this respect, since genes do indeed travel within the bodies of potentially mobile persons. However during the Viking period, the term Viking, while it did denote an activity, was not associated with a line of descent that can be localized territorially within present-day Scandinavia. These days, geneticists' interest is largely confined to spatial mobility and in our context to migration -also called demic diffusion, i.e., permanent changes of place of residence resulting in a population of descendants in a region far removed from the place of origin. Three basic premises underlie their work: (i) that migrations have more effects than other forms of mobility; (ii) that, in percentage terms, more people migrate in the modern age and in urban areas than did/do in earlier periods or in rural areas; and (iii) that the most significant population movements are known to us through archaeological and/or historical sources. However, since the so-called Anglo-Saxons invaded Britain before the Vikings, and differentiating between these two »migration movements« has proven difficult, the isolation desired can only be achieved by concentrating on »the« Norwegians for the time being.
77 This flaw is very important to keep in mind, because written and material evidence alike make it clear that England and Denmark were closely linked by many different networks -a fact that this Norwegian focus necessarily ignores.
In the context of debates about transnationality and globality, diasporas, as one possible consequence of migrations, have attracted the interest of archaeologists, historians and literary scholars as well as geneticists. 78 However, researchers interested in diasporas seldom consequentially examine their influence on the land of origin; doing so would require them to thoroughly reexamine the questions about provenience of material culture that keep cropping up. In that case, for instance, the decision to use modern-day Norwegians for genetic constructions of a Viking period diaspora in England would no longer appear so straightforward. Questions about male and female mobility have also arisen in connection with the differences in the results obtained in analyses of mtDNA and Y-DNA. 79 i.e., the question »what does it mean for an x of the sort/type/category y to continue to exist?«, or in our case here, »what does it mean for (ancient and/or modern) Vikings to exist?«, and to which kind of category do they belong? What is needed, therefore, is not only a syn chronic but also a diachronic principle of individuation. I would like to clarify this briefly in the following. History is one of several fields that have taken up narratological theories and concepts in recent years. 84 In this context, historian Felix Wiedemann, whose fields are modern history and the history of science and scholarship, has proposed that we differentiate between historical actors and historiographical protagonists. 85 Applying this suggestion to our example, both modern Vikings and ancient Vikings would, in the first instance, be nothing other than the protagonists of historiographical narratives. 86 Pirates as well as explorers, traders and settlers of the eighth to eleventh centuries, who came from the area now known as Northern Europe, on the other hand, would be historical actors, just as other persons who lived in the period would be. The hunt for, and above all, the definition of Viking DNA, however, results in the »naturalization« of protagonists of historiographical narratives and their equation with historical actors. This is because ultimately researchers need stories -whether they be factual narratives provided by historians or even myths -if they are to produce an extensive interpretation of the nucleotide sequences that they treat as objective or neutral. 87 Similar considerations apply, of course, for the interpretation of material cultures and historical texts. So this practice of essentializing identities was not and is not now unusual, even in the work of a purely archeological or historical character. In connection with the ethnological critique of so-called primordialist approaches (Fig.  2) , archaeologist Lynn Meskell, for one, has specifically criticized the recourse to supposed biological facts as a way of »naturalizing power«. 88 Meskell also defined the systematic deconstruction of these supposed facts as one of the key tasks of an archaeology of identity. In addition, some years ago, Adam T. Smith issued an impressive call for the »end of the essential archaeological subject« and warned of the dangers of transferring present-day categories of identity onto the past. 90 In archaeology today, the usual answer to the question of what characterizes a collective identity is situation-and context-specific self-identification.
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In this understanding of collective identity, one person can put on, but also cast off again, multiple identities. Thus, the historical identity of Vikings, if there ever was such a thing, would not have been tied to a biological organism or the rules of inheritance associated with it. Establishing a link between genes and identity using archaeology's wider concept of Viking identity as a specific set of material culture would not be so simple either: one would first have to show a causal relation between the use of specific material culture and biological descent, since the latter is the sortal determination of identity in genetics.
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There are a great many different definitions of sortal dependencies in the worlds we inhabit, and there were a great many of them in the worlds that existed in the past. Until we are familiar with them and their interdependencies, shared names only conceal what we seek to illuminate. Semantic shorthands may be helpful in »the universally pre-logical logic of practice«, 93 but for academic research they are usually more of a hindrance. 92 The fact, that one of the few things that we know about some of these people's sense of themselves is that the they thought they spoke the same language -the so-called ›dønsk tunga‹, ›Danish tongue‹ -could be an indication of self-identification (cf. Jesch, Viking Diaspora), but is not a sufficient due cause for an existing supra-regional identity of inhabitants of Scandinavia and their overseas settlements. Language is certainly an important communication medium, but again it is necessary to analyze the concrete relations between language, geography and descent. 
Fig 2. Primordialist versus (de)constructivist definition of identity

Identity politics
After this rather cursory and greatly simplified discussion of different conceptions of time, space and mobility and their repercussions for the concept of identity one uses, I would now like to turn to identity politics.
Gene and identity narrative in the public sphere
Genetic anthropology has become tangled up in the identity discourse to an even greater degree than that discussed with respect to archaeology and archaeological research, 94 according to Marianne Sommer, a scholar who studies the history of science and scholarship. 95 While there has been a great deal of theoretical discussion and speculation about the potential impacts of the science of genetics -ranging from the production of biosociality, 96 to a restoration and remediation of the identity discourse 97 on to the danger of a new eugenics and the racialization and essentialization of ethnicity 98 -thus far actual case studies have been few and far between. 99 This makes it all the more gratifying that the new interdisciplinary project »The Impact of Diasporas on the Making of Britain« envisions a systematic analysis of the impacts of genetic research on the general public. 100 I will therefore only mention two of the discussions conducted in the media in which the linkages between personal and collective identities on the one side, and genes, ethnic groups and nations and the assessment thereof on the other have emerged with particular clarity.
In Scotland, as in many other regions of the world, the supply of sperm donated for the purpose of artificial insemination failed to keep up with demand in the late 1990s.
101 As a result, physicians came up with a plan to import sperm from a Danish sperm bank. The media picked up the story under headlines like »The Viking Baby Invasion«. 102 They also evoked images of earlier contributions by Northern Europeans to the British gene pool, one of which was put on paper by David Austin in a cartoon printed in the Guardian, showing a Viking, who has just come ashore from his dragon ship, telling a woman: »We are here to burn pillage and donate.« 103 The media hype also led to a temporary boom in sperm donation by Scottish men. It is difficult to tell just what motivated these donors. Apparently, though, some of them felt that it was important for the genes being passed on to be Scottish. For instance, one Scot who lived in London offered to travel to Glasgow regularly in order to donate. On the other hand, one Glasgow Herald reader wrote in to say that it did not matter where the sperm came from, as long as it came from a nation that could play soccer. Just an anecdote from the last millennium, one might think, if it were not for the fact that the discussion broke out again only recently, triggered by the BBC broadcast »Modern Times: The Vikings are Coming«.
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As a second example I would like to point to the international project on surnames and Y-DNA initiated by hobby genealogists and carried out by FamilyTreeDNA, a private sector business. 105 Contrary to expectations, the project's certainly questionable finding was that the Barra-based McNeil clan is descended not from Niall of the Nine Hostages, the legendary Irish king, but from Vikings. This news triggered newspaper articles and discussions all over the world early this year. 106 Reactions of the sampled individuals and other members of the McNeil family varied greatly, running the gamut from rejection to references to the Irish maternal line, and from playful approaches to the presumed new line of descent all the way through to acceptance and even a willingness to rewrite the family's history.
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Many people, then, are able to wear, shed or recombine different identities like garments, without placing any great importance on it.
108 As individuals, we appear to be so well practiced as wanderers among major collective memories 109 in the free market of collective identities on offer, that we often have no trouble embedding a new genetic identity into our multiple I-narratives. However, when central concepts relating to the identity of individuals or groups that struggle for recognition are involved, the results can lead to profound transformations of the I-consciousness and we-consciousness. The Vikings would not appear to present a very apt example for this: they may have had a bad reputation in the con temporary sources written by their victims, but they enjoy an astounding degree of popularity today (one responsible for the predominantly lighthearted tone in which the danger of the invasion of Viking babies was discussed).
Academic tribes and territories
Identity politics is not confined to the public sphere, however: it also plays out in the hallowed halls of alma mater. view given the present-day plurality in cultures of knowledge. Yet it is a notion referred to again and again by scholars defining the cognitive identity of archeology or discussing the possibilities of collaboration between archaeologists and geneticists. 115 It may be that part of the explanation lies within archaeology itself, that is, in a divergence -within a discipline that supposedly bridges the sciences and the humanities -between one branch tending to rely more on natural-science methods, and another branch leaning more towards the humanities/literary studies. 116 It is important to be aware in this respect that the research on identity, diasporas and cultural contacts at issue here is currently closely linked to the humanities and cultural studies, which means that the extensive criticism of genetic anthropology is also an expression of internal conflicts within archaeology. However, academic primacy, and with it the prerogative of interpretation, are also at stake. Over the last few decades archaeology has held clear title to these for the period of what is called pre-and proto-history. A new and very ambitious player has entered the arena recently though, one that has reaped a great deal of premature praise and garnered stupendous amounts of research funding. Struggles for recognition and in defense of status, i.e., statements within the scope of identity politics, are to be expected here, but they should not be permitted to distract scholars from their proper work for long. A historical comparison with the situation associated with the introduction of radiocarbon analysis, 117 and also with that during the establishment of medieval archaeology as distinct from or as part of the field of history, 118 would certainly bring to light many interesting parallels and identify certain pitfalls we should watch out for. In my view, however, if the desired genuine collaboration between archaeology and genetic anthropology is to take place, it is important that scholars on both sides become familiar with the epistemological, methodological, conceptual and terminological 119 differences between the two academic subjects, as well as with the differences associated with pragmatic concerns that arise from the differing research traditions. With this knowledge, we will hopefully be able to work together to overcome those differences in practice and to use them constructively. 120 The scope of this paper allows no more than a brief list of a few points of divergence in simple terms: 121 there are differing epistemological positions (constructivism vs. realism); different sources and their ties to individuals and groups; differences in research strategies when dealing with complexity (starting with initially simple/testable vs. already complex hypotheses); different focuses on geographical and chronological units; and, last but not least, differing traditions with respect to publications and lecture styles (Fig.  3) . Together, these hold out more than enough potential to result in a failure to understand or misunderstand, but also for polemics, such as those launched from both sides in recent years in the battle over attention, funding or simply the »right« way to conduct research. master narratives and categories that were formulated and shaped in the past by historians and archaeologists. In this respect, we historians and archaeologists must demonstrate the same sense of responsibility that we are now demanding from geneticists. We must do so not only in our academic publications on our research findings, but also in the popular works we write on those topics. 127 In other words, we have to make our research more easily accessible to and more easily comprehensible by both the scientific community and the general public in a way that limits the potentials for distortion and political instrumentalization. The constructivist concept of identity often preferred by scholars of humanities and the social sciences these days is weighted with discourse and voluntarism. To avoid earlier biologisms, and due to our current sociopolitical situation, we have tended to ignore our bodies as well as other so-called biological factors. This is not without its dangers over the long term however. On the contrary, it has become imperative that we join together to subject certain questions to rigorous scrutiny, such as how the body and identity or sexual and social reproduction interact with and shape one another. 128 This task requires us to go beyond modernity's binary distinction between the biological and the social. Through my discussion of the case of Vikings and the research on them, I have also shown how we have, by using semantic shorthand and applying one shared name, facilely equatedand without considering the interactions among them -historical, linguistic, narratological and socio-cultural and biological entities whose natures are defined quite differently. This error has often been coupled with a naturalization and essentialization of identities. Yet what is interesting, in my opinion, is not the existence of identities, but their historicization, the highly complex interplay among the widest variety of actors and elements and the doing und undoing of differences. We are still all too often falling victim to numerous identity traps (most of which we ourselves constructed), whether they take the form of such historical designations as víkingr, which we use for multiple referents and interpret in ethnic terms, ignoring other aspects; or the forms of old myths, categories, concepts or axioms; or even the pitfalls that result from the boundaries established between academic fields. The systematic exposure of these traps would take us an important step in the right direction. Studies in the sociology of knowledge and the history of science and scholarship, as well as ideology-critical questioning, can surely contribute here. But the examination of whether a cultural marker in a specific region, such as an inherited name, is also associated with shared gene patterns, can also further this project. Moreover, a combination of different bio-archaeological investigations, such as analyses of modern and ancient DNA, as well as stable isotope analyses, would certainly also be helpful for the study of protohistory.
130 It would allow researchers to grapple with the question, still too rarely asked, of how large-scale population movements interact with the spatial and social mobility of individuals. 131 Another promising approach, in my view, would be to attempt to tell not one sweeping meta-narrative of the kind so often dominated by the history of events, but a multitude of different stories that would more accurately reflect differing approaches and varying quality of our sources. 
